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Art Unit: 3679 

DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1 , 5, 6, 1 1 , 23, 27 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over US patent 6179343, Byrnes in view of US patent 413730, Palmer. 

In regards to claims 1 and 23, Byrnes discloses a pipe coupling comprising: 

an elongated housing (114) comprising a first end and a second end, the housing 
defining an elongated bore therein; 

a stop (130) located on an inner diameter of the housing, the stop located 
between the first end and the second ends of the housing, wherein a distance from the 
stop to one of the first and second ends is at least two times a distance from the stop to 
the other of the first and second end of the housing; 

a first bore extending from the first end to the stop; and 

a second bore extending from the second end to the stop, wherein an angle 

between the first bore and the second bore is about 15 degrees to about 165 degrees, 

and wherein each of the bores are configured to allow a pipe end to advance into the 

pipe coupling until reaching the stop. 

Muser fails to disclose cylindrical bores. In Figure 2 below, Palmer teaches a 

pipe coupling (M) having a stop, and first and second cylindrical bores having an angle 
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between the first bore and the second bore about 15 degrees to about 165 degrees. 
Both Muser and Palmer are concerned the angle between the first and second bores, 
with the difference between the Muser and Palmer being that Muser's bores are arcuate 
and Palmer's bores are cylindrical. All of the component parts are known in Muser and 
Palmer. The only difference Is the combination of the "old elements" into a single device 
by changing the arcuate bores to cylindrical bores. Thus, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art to fabricate the Muser bores with the cylindrical bores 
taught by Palmer, since both are concerned with the angle between both bores and the 
results of the substitution would have been predictable. 




In regards to claims 5, 6, 27 and 28, Muser in view of Palmer disclose the angle 
between the first cylindrical bore and the second cylindrical bore being about 120 or 135 
degrees. 
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In regards to claim 1 1 , Muser in view of Palmer disclose a pipe coupling 
consisting of: 

an elongated housing comprising a first end and a second end, the housing 
defining an elongated bore therein; 

a stop located on an innerdiameter of the housing, the stop located between the 
first end and the second ends of the housing, wherein a distance from the stop to one of 
the first and second ends is at least two times a distance from the stop to the other of 
the first and second end of the housing; 

a first cylindrical bore extending from the first end to the stop; and 

a second cylindrical bore extending from the second end to the stop, wherein the 
angle between the first cylindrical bore and the second cylindrical bore is about 15 
degrees to about 165 degrees. 

Claims 2-3 and 24-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Byrnes in view of Palmer, in further view of US patent 3995888, Mcllroy. 

In regards to claims 2-3 and 24-26, Byrnes in view of Palmer disclose the 
claimed invention except for the angle between the first cylindrical bore and the second 
cylindrical bore being about 45, 60 or 60 degrees. Mcllroy teaches the angle between 
the first cylindrical bore and the second cylindrical bore being about 45, 60 or 60 
degrees (col. 3, lines 4-7). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to provide an angle between the first cylindrical 
bore and the second cylindrical bore of about 45, 60 or 60 degrees, since a change in 
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the shape of a prior art device is a design consideration within the level of skill of one 
skilled in the art. In re Dailev . 357 F.2d 669, 149 USPQ 47 (CCPA 1966). 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments filed 1/24/2008 have been fully considered but they are 

not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that the Office has failed to establish a factual basis to support 
the legal conclusion of obviousness. The Examiner disagrees. The rejections above 
provide articulated reasoning with some rational underpinning to support the legal 
conclusion of obviousness. 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 , 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, both Muser and 
Palmer are concerned the angle between the first and second bores, with the difference 
between the Muser and Palmer being that Muser's bores are arcuate and Palmer's 
bores are cylindrical. 

Further, Applicant has failed to show criticality for cylindrical bores. 

In response to applicant's argument that does not disclose the claimed pipe 
coupling, the test for obviousness is not whether the features of a secondary reference 
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may be bodily incorporated into tine structure of tlie primary reference; nor is it that tlie 
claimed invention must be expressly suggested in any one or all of the references. 
Rather, the test is what the combined teachings of the references would have 
suggested to those of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ871 (CCPA 1981). 

In response to applicant's argument that Palmer is nonanalogous art, it has been 
held that a prior art reference must either be in the field of applicant's endeavor or, if 
not, then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which the applicant was 
concerned, in order to be relied upon as a basis for rejection of the claimed invention. 
See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, both 
Muser and Palmer are concerned the angle between the first and second bores, with 
the difference between the Muser and Palmer being that Muser's bores are arcuate and 
Palmer's bores are cylindrical. 

In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 
are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 
1986). 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Aaron M. Dunwoody whose telephone number is 571- 
272-7080. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30 am - 4:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Daniel P. Stodola can be reached on 571-272-7087. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Aaron M Dun woody/ 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3679 



